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OPINION

In this divorce action, the Trial Court granted the parties a divorce and awarded the
marital residence to the wife and also ordered that the wife would be responsible for the mortgage.
The Court awarded a Ford pick-up truck and a trailer to the husband, as well as a 1989 Toyota
Camry, but stated the wife could retain the vehicle if she paid the husband $500.00. The Court
awarded the wife a 1994 Pontiac Trans Am, and a 1998 Toyota Camry and itsindebtedness, as well
as certain persond property to the husband. The Court ordered that the husband be responsible for
the indebtedness owed to the Fleet credit card, except for $850.00 which was ordered to be paid by
the wife. The Court stated the husband would retain al interest in his pension retirement fund.



On appeal, thehusband arguesthe Trial Court erred initsclassification of theparties
property. Specificaly, the husband asserts that the Trial Court erred in failing to recognize that
$25,000.00 of the husband's separate property was put into the marital residence, and that the
husband should have been awarded the marital residence.

There was no showing that the property was improperly classified inthiscase. See
Batson v. Batson, 769 S.W.2d 849 (Tenn. Ct. App. 1988).

Husband testified and wife did not dispute that he put certain money that he had
amassed before the parties’ marri age into the purchase and renovation of the marital residence, but
the proof was also undisputed that the house was titled in both parties’ names. Thus, the evidence
does not preponderate against the determination that the house was marital property . See Batson;
Tenn. Code Ann. 836-4-121.

Next, hushand arguesthemarital property wasimproperly divided, and that heshoul d
have received more of the marital property because he contributed more, but thisis only one of the
many factors which must be considered. Tenn. Code Ann. 836-4-121 details the factors which are
to be considered in making an equitable division of property, which include the duration of the
marriage; the age, health, earning capacity, and needs of the parties; the contribution of each party
tothemarital estate; the value of the separate property of each; and the val ue of any property brought
into the marriage.

It isthe Trial Court’s responsibility to divide the marital property in an essentially
equitable manner. Cohen v. Cohen, 937 SW.2d 823 (Tenn.1996); Ellisv. Ellis, 748 SW.2d 424
(Tenn.1988). Moreover, the trial court has “wide latitude in fashioning an equitable division of
marital property,” and we give great weight to the trial court’s division. Fisher v. Fisher, 648
S.W.2d 244, 246 (Tenn.1983).

While the Trial Court did not state values as to the some of the marital assets, the
values of most were not seriously disputed. Basically, the wife received the value in the marital
residence of $3,000.00 which was not disputed. The husband received the truck/camper traler,
valued at $15,000.00 and a 1989 Camry valued at $500.00. The wife received a Pontiac valued at
$11,500.00, and the husband received 5/32 of his retirement pension, which could have been
considered to be the wife's share.

Based on the foregoing, it does not appear the Trid Court’s division of marital
property was inequitable, and we affirm the division made by the Trid Court.

The husband aso asserts it was error for the Trial Court to order him to pay the
majority of the balance owing on the Fleet credit card. Regarding thisdebt, it isundisputed thewife
incurred the debt without the husband’ sknowledge and/or permission, and sheand her son benefitted
from the debt, whilethe husband also indirectly benefitted, as the wife apparently used part of the
money to pay mortgage payments and other household bills that the husband was al so obligated to

-2



pay. The record establishes the husband isin a better position to repay this debt, since he has a
seady monthly income from his pension and socia security.

The determination of what is equitable must be viewed inlight of all factorsset forth
in Tenn. Code Ann. 836-4-121, and the property division asawhole. Id. “Inthefinal analysis, the
justnessof aparticular division of the marital property and allocation of marital debt dependsonits
final results.” King v. King, 986 S.W.2d 216, 219 (Tenn. Ct. App.1998).

Considering the property division heren set forth, and the factors contained in the
statute, the evidence does not preponderate against the Trial Court’ sapportionment of the Fleet debt
to the husband. Tenn. R. App. P. 13(d). Thedistribution of assets favored the husband, and the
husband also has a greater income. “This Court customarily gives great weight to decisions of the
trial courtindividing marital estatesandwearedisinclined todisturbthetrial court'sdecision unless
the distribution lacks proper evidentiary support or resultsfrom some error of law or misapplication
of statutory requirements and procedures.” Wade v. Wade, 897 S.\W.2d 702, 715 (Tenn. Ct.
App.1994). We conclude that the Triad Court properly allocated the assets and indebtedness
between the parties, and affirm the Judgment.

The cause is remanded, with the cost of the apped assessed to Condy O. Wilson.

HERSCHEL PiIcKENS FRANKS, J.



